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Colorado Department of Health 
Comments on Technical MemorandudRevised Work Plan 

OU7 

1) Substantial effort IS given to site-to-background statistical compartsons for the purposes of selecting Potentul 
Contammants of Concern (PCOCs) Due to the nature of the OU7 closure, much of this is superfluous The 
landfill proper will be closed using a presumptwe remedy, rendmng PCOC selection UMCCCSSWY Decisions 
ngardmg surface- and ground-water will be based on compmng analyte concentratiops to ARARs The leachate 
seep is a F039 listed hazardous waste and must be managed accordingly The only DU7 areas where decisions 
will be &-based, and PCocsICOCS for that PUrpOSC, Iuc the SedJmUlb and SOIIS 

2) The data sets used for two of the cntical site-to-background compansons are not appropnate The Division 
has previously emphasued that use of surficial soils background data from Rod< Creek is llmited to OUs 1 & 2 
The agencies recently granted approval to DOE'S Background Soils Charactwuation Program Work Plan, 
validated data h rn  thu effort may be avulable as ar ly  
a background rrgunst which to compare the East Landtill Pond (ELP) sediments IS geologically improper 

this fall Additionally, the use of stream sediments as 

If a sita-to-background strwtlcri cornpanson of surficial soils and sediments will dnve any decisions at OU7, 
DOE must use approved bsckground dam. However, we will not allow continued use of OU1 and OU2 data for 
all subsequent OUs, parhcularly now that a surface soil background program has been approved. DOE has also 
failed to collect representative background for r t s ~ y o w  sediments This has sitewide significance and affects at 
least OUs 3,5 ,6 ,  and 7 f 
This leaves several options I) wart ha1 suitable background data sets are available, it) omit the stat~stical 
background compsnson altogether and proceed with all analytes through the remainder o f  the COC selechon 
process, or 111) assume that, based on cumnt analyses presented in the TM showtng seved andytes over dratt 
PRGs, both the East Landfill Pond surfitce soils and sediments will rquue actfon and include them in the 
presumptive closure design for the landfill We recommend that DOE proceed with options ii) and in) for the 
sediments and optton I) for the surflice soils. 

3) Implications of subsurface contamtnrtloa upgmhent of the landfill and both surface/subsurf'ace conmination 
downgradient of the East Landtill Pond are largely ignored. The text mentions theu existence but stops short of 
envwionmg optrons. If upgradmt conmuunaaa~ hm mothex source not chamctmd m any other investlgulon 
has crossed the OW boundary, it rcmams OW'S responsibility to manage any nslc from that contammanon 

1) Table 2-6 luts the gcometnc mcQl fa the hydraulic conduarvity of "Disturbed Alluvium & Fill Mucnal" 
(mficial fill) as 4 37 'Ihu appears to be musmg the correspondmg power of ten notaaon 

2) The following thra comments relate to ELP suhm roils and the larger issue of baclcpund. 

All but one of the 17 PCOCs for ELP surfrcs soils *led the hot m a s w e m a t  test ("able 4-13) 
However, the results of dl of the ampunom M nqt provided The A p p d ~ x  M dru duk only 
contams hot measwemeat ms! reaultr for gmmdwaw For example, beaus8 one data pout for 

tnform8hw to look at the plutantum-U9/240 vrlw at the same location. 'Lht u not pombb without 
the data 

amCri~~ai-241 IS 26 6 WW M tb -w (Rocit C d )  it Would be 
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The U h  valuer presented in Table 4-14 do not fully agree with the values ftom Table 3-9 of the 
Background Soils Charactemation Program Work Plan (Metals Concentrations in Surface Soils fiom 
the Rock Creek Study) Specifically, the values for calcium, magnesium, selenium, sodium, vanadium, 
and M C  UI Table 4-14 arc higher than those in the reference document. This bnngs the validity of the 
remrunlng 

Figures 4-17 through 4-27, depicting the extent of surface sod contamination, reference the B a c & g r o d  
Gsochmrrd Chcrrocrvhotron Rrport for 1992 The comet3 version of this report is the final submittal, 
dated September 1993, and to the Division*s knowledge, does not contain surface soil data from 0 to 2 
inches. We were unable to ven& the 

valuer that w e n  not presented in Table 4-14 into question .. 

values presented on these Figures 

'Ibis discussion needs to comaly and conststcntly identify the data sources AND provide ALL relevant data to 
allow c o n f m i o n  of the conciusions 

3) Section 4 4.2, Bedrock Geologic Matmals The Divuion is reticent to accept the argument that high strontium 
concenmons (or any other Cuulyte fultag the rtatutlcsl tests) is due to differences in the types of geological 
matenah instead of the presence of contammaoon This undermines the whole purpose of the background 
compulson In such a case the d y t e  should be camed through the remainder of the COC selection process 

4) Sectlon 4 7.2, VOC Distnbuuon UI Groundwater The "total VOC" approach presented may be helpful to 
descnbe the sprtial extent of VOCs UI groundwster but will have no beartng on medial decisions for this 
media 

5) Sectrons 4 7 3 and 4 7 4 The discussion of the nature and extent of contamination in UHSULHSU 
groundwaten is laclung any mCnhOn of metals 

6) Table 4-2 Why is the volume of  compacted trash for the yean 1987-1991 almost tnple the volume of all 
other yean? 

7) Section 5 4, DQch for ELP Wments  and Adjacent Soils 

The text stater that the tafomatm nquucd to make a decision urcludu estimates of the nsk to human 
health and the enwolllDcIIt (1 e. 8 " f d "  nsk assessment), that sources for each item of  tnfomahon 
have been idenhfled, a d  th8t sufl8aenC d8t8 have been collected to make decisions about the need for 
remedratloa. It goes on to say that the n u m b  of surface soil samples collected dumg the Phase I 
RFVRI far exceed the mmmum reqwed to support the DQol Nevertheless, addmod samples M 
recommend& 

The Divulardoes not undcntlnd why venficat~on samples at locations exceedtag the % are 
necessary me wlw I data is validated and fully useable - why repent the emKI DetIntag the sp8tM 
delineation of hobpocr may k needad, but rumnplmg the same locattonr fbr vcnffat~on purpose 
seem needless. 

Are three samples sufllaaat to dequately charactcnze the sediment? Mort stadstical Iitenture considers 
a sample sue of eight to be a rn-um. 
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8) Section 5 5, DQos for Groundwater and Surface Water The decision to mediate organics cannot be based 
on the analysis presented in Section 4 7 The "total VOC" discussion qualitatively descnbes nature and extene, 
however, there are no A R 4 h  for total VOCs, and as such, has no basis in remedial decisions 

9) Section 5 6, DQos for the Landfill Conflicting statements exist regardmg the disposition of leachate Section 
5 6 2 says leachate collection is not required i f  concentrations do not exceed chemical-specific ARARs, Section 
5 6 5 says containment, control, and treatment of leachate is a component of  the p're3umptive remedy The text 
needs to be changed to reflect a consistent strategy "he Division endorses the latter approach 

IO) Section 6.2, Surface Soils As previously noted, the Division does not support the need for confirmatory 
samplmg Omitting this duplicative step would significantly reduce costs associated with Phase I1 fieldwork. 
Delmcdting the area of soil contamination, to the extent the Phase I data has gaps, is acceptable 

11)  Section 6 3, Groundwater 

"he Division questrons objective (1) for the ad&ttOnd monitonng wells Section 2 presents a strong 
argument that the groundwater collcchon and divmion systems on the north side of the landfill have 
failed Add to this the fact that landfilled waste has extended beyond the intempt system, implying any c 

new system would need to be outside the edge of  waste, makes determining the adequacy of the existing 
i system unimportant. The lacation of these proposed wells is also missing from Figure 6-3 

The two proposed wells north and south of the ELP are very close (perhaps 250 feet) to existing wells 
7187 and 8206689, respectively, and are to be screened in the same intervals as the existing wells Will 
these proposed locations rcally tell us anything the exutmg wells cannot? 

12) Section 6 4, Landfill Cap Design What is the purpose of collecting 27 samples of the existing soil cover? 
This will all be under the cap Load beMng capability of this foundation layer is needed but can be detmnined 
with fewer samples 
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